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Abstract 
 
Sustainable supply chain management has been recognized as one of the key factors to achieve 
environmental and economic success in markets. Understanding sustainable supply chain 
management with direct suppliers’ involvement has become a strategic priority for academics and 
practitioners to achieve competitive advantages. To ensure a sustainable supply chain, organizations 
are demanding from their supply base to become sustainable as well. However it remains a challenge 
for organizations to control their sustainability objectives in the supply chain, and to influence their 
supply base on these sustainability objectives. This challenge is where this thesis presents an integral 
approach: a summary of existing literature on the topic, completed with a qualitative research into the 
supply chain of four organizations and the relations with their suppliers on how this challenge is 
currently tackled. 
All the above comes down to the following problem statement: 
 
How do organizations permeate sustainability objectives up the supply chain? 
 
Within this question, three important specific influencing factors were distinguished: stakeholders’ 
pressure, supplier development, and influencing strategies. 
 
To be able to advise the organization concerned (Océ NV), on how to permeate its supply chain 
sensibly, a qualitative research study was conducted with four customers of the organization, into their 
permeation up their respective supply chains. 
 
Major conclusions of the research were that as a first initiative, organizations will audit 2nd tier 
suppliers on their critical processes, and will require them to provide the appropriate approval 
certificates and signed protocols. In addition, organizations expect their 1st tier suppliers to be 
responsible for the control of their respective suppliers’ supply chains.  
 
This research provided insight that there is no difference from which stakeholder the pressure is 
perceived. When stakeholders’ pressure is perceived actions are taken on the subject of 
sustainability. Based on existing literature, the assumption was that the regulatory stakeholders were 
the greatest driver for the permeation of sustainability up the supply chain. This research proves that 
indeed pressure perceived form the regulatory stakeholders is the biggest driver for permeating 
sustainability up the supply chain. Especially the (mostly financial) incentives the government provides 
towards organizations that are acting in a more sustainable way are a driver for sustainability 
permeation. Furthermore, internal pressure carried out by the board will drive the implementation of 
supply chain activities and programs and will engage employees to implement sustainability, and by 
that will drive the implementation of supply chain activities and programs. 
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Supplier development is the lubricant in achieving the sustainability objectives upwards in the supply 
chain. Buying organizations set the goals on the sustainability objectives and in cooperation with the 
suppliers new ideas are developed to meet these goals. Organizations demand from their suppliers 
that the keep up with goals they set on sustainability in order to remain a supplier for this organization. 
Training courses on sustainability are given by buying organizations towards suppliers, and vice versa, 
where legal certificates are needed. However, to have a profitable relationship between the two parties 
of a buying organization and the supplier cooperation is a necessity. Outcomes of this research advise 
to embed sustainability into the supplier program and to investigate if a partnership can be started 
regarding sustainability with the ’key’ suppliers, to optimize supplier development and permeation of 
sustainability up the supply chain. 
 
In addition, influencing strategies play an important role within the supply chain, in the 
communications from the buying organization towards the supplier. Previous research assumed that 
coercive influencing strategies were the dominant factor in permeating sustainability objectives up the 
supply chain, rather than non-coercive influencing strategies. However from this research, no 
preference is shown, and both influencing strategies have shown to be used. However an important 
observation is the difference in when exactly these influencing strategies are used. When buying 
organizations have a quantifiable amount of important sustainable goals they have to meet up the 
supply chain, the dominant influencing strategy they apply is coercive. By using these coercive 
influencing strategies, buying organizations control quantifiable sustainability objectives they have set 
by forcing their suppliers to meet these in the same way their customers require them to meet these 
objectives. 
 
In conclusion, the absolute must in order to drive sustainability up the supply chain is for top 
management to embrace sustainability as key-driver for the organization. Furthermore, a good 
cooperation (even to the level of a partnership) with the supplier is key to enable a good permeation of 
sustainability up the supply chain. If an organization’s perceived pressure from stakeholders leads to 
quantifiable goals, specifically when endorsing those set by relevant regulatory stakeholders, the best 
way to permeate these goals up the supply chain is the use of coercive influencing strategies. 
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I. Introduction 
 
1. Motivation and relevance of the topic 
 
In this chapter, the importance of sustainability and the importance of moving towards sustainable 
supply chain management are reviewed on basis of existing literature. In addition, challenges on how 
to manage a sustainable supply chain are discussed, leading to the problem statement and respective 
propositions. 
  
a.  Focus on sustainability 
 
Sustainability is top priority in the national and international politics, as for instance in the 2009 United 
Nations Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen, where sustainability was the number one item 
on the agenda (KPMG, 2010; COP15, 2009).  The United Nations stress that more sustainable growth 
is a necessity in the modern-day economy. Amongst the goals presented are the EU plans to have 10 
percent of its energy requirements supplied from renewable sources by 2010 and 20 percent in 2020, 
(KPMG, 2010; COP15, 2009). This aim for renewable resources implicates for instance that public 
utility organizations have to change their policy in gaining energy, also for organizations in general to 
reflect on how to adapt their requirements in selecting their energy suppliers.  
 
Nowadays, most managers have accepted sustainability as a precondition for doing business 
(Hedstrom, Poltorzycki and Stroh, 1998; Holliday, 2001). An effect which can be shown in the 
numerous appointments of corporate sustainability officers, many sustainability report publications, 
and the incorporation of sustainability into corporate communication strategies (SustainAbility, 2010), 
but more importantly, into their business models (Hitchcock and Willard, 2006), Reasons mentioned 
are: to meet legislation on REACH and ROHS (Clark, 2007), to consider carbon emission reduction 
(Gössling, Broderick, Upham Ceron, Dubois, Peeters and Strasdas, 2007), and to take customer 
demands on sustainability into account (Sharma and Henriques, 2005).  
 
What do organizations regard as sustainability? The term ‘sustainable development’ was invented by 
the IUCN’s 1980 World Conservation Strategy (IUCN, UNEP and WWF, 1980, p.8). Sustainable 
development was defined as: “For development to be sustainable it must take account of social and 
ecological factors, as well as economic ones.” Our Common Future (Brundtland Report) (WCED, 
1987, p. 9) then gave further direction to extend global solutions, defining sustainable development as, 
“Development which meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs.” This has since become an often-quoted definition and 
has also set the example for the term ‘sustainability’ as applied in this paper. 
 
The growing consciousness regarding sustainability in organizations is shown in for instance the Dow 
Jones Sustainability Group Index (DJSI) as the global benchmark for corporate sustainability 
(Knoepfel, 2001), as well as in governmental laws and policies as e.g. the Clean Air Act (Salzman, 
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1997). Companies do sense the pressure to carry out the idea of being a sustainable company, a 
pressure originating from various stakeholders, internal as well as external (Garvare and Johansson, 
2011). Such stakeholders range from employees and management, socially conscious organizations, 
communities, governments, and non-governmental organizations (Murillo-Luna, Carcés-Ayarbe and 
Rivera-Torres, 2008).  
 
b. Sustainability in the supply chain 
 
With regard to the above mentioned pressure, one needs clarity on if the pressure perceived is based 
upon a single dyad, or is a full supply chain matter. Roberts (2003) explains this issue clearly by 
expressing that, to meet stakeholders’ pressure towards sustainability, organizations are aware that 
the challenge does not stop at organizational boundaries. The pressure perceived from stakeholders, 
tends to reverberate throughout the supply chain, especially with those organizations whose brand 
names are closest to the ‘public eye’, mainly being multinationals selling to consumer (Maio, 2003). 
End consumers become more and more critical, and have more knowledge of and insight into the fact 
that there is more to it than only the end product. It takes a complete supply chain to make this end 
product and that complete supply chain needs to be constantly observed and monitored (Novak and 
Eppinger 2001). Non-sustainable and non-ethical requirements in the supply chain can cause a large 
negative impact and brand values (Maio, 2003; Roberts, 2003). Take for example the impact of the 
‘public eye’ attention to Nike’s sweatshop requirements (Epstein, Rejc and Kristi, 2010). Krause, 
Vachon, and Klassen, (2009) support this example by concluding that an organization is not more 
sustainable than the suppliers from which it sources. Moreover the purchasing activities considerably 
influence the total environmental impact of any organization (Handfield and Nichols, 2002; Darnell, 
Jolley and Handfield, 2008).  
 
Taken above into account sustainability is part of the supply chain, and the supply chain needs 
management in order to achieve competitive advantage (Handfield and Nichols, 1999). What is 
considered to define ‘the supply chain’ and ‘the management of the supply chain’? Handfield and 
Nichols, (1999) give an appropriate definition on the supply chain and supply chain management: “The 
supply chain encompasses all activities associated with the flow and transformation of goods from raw 
materials stage (extraction), through to the end user, as well as the associated information flows. 
Material and information flow both up and down the supply chain. Supply chain management (SCM) is 
the integration of these activities through improved supply chain relationships to achieve a sustainable 
competitive advantage.” Recognizing sustainability as a supply chain matter the next paragraph will 
explain how to cope with this subject. 
   
c. Towards Sustainable Supply Chain Management 
 
Above knowledge puts purchasing and supply chain management in a central position on the road to 
achieving sustainability ambitions. Several scholars, have explored the area of sustainable supply 
management by identifying antecedents, practices and performance implications (e.g. Vachon and 
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Klassen 2006; Lee, 2008; Zhu and Sarkis 2004). Purchasing activities have shown to contribute to and 
critically influence the financial performance of firms (e.g. Chen, Paulraj, and Lado, 2004, Ellram and 
Liu 2002; Hendricks and Shingai 2003). In other words, corporate success also depends on the level 
of strategic purchasing present in the company (e.g. Carr and Smeltzer 1997; Chen, Paulraj, and 
Lado, 2004, González-Benito 2007). Reuter, Foerst, Hartmann and Blome (2010) identify two specific 
organizational capabilities as the key factors enabling an organization to effectively cope with 
changing stakeholders’ interest: the stock of internal sustainability (or in other words: the quantity of 
employees dedicated to sustainability) and the relatedness of sustainability processes that are part of 
so-called sustainable global supplier management. In an environment of dynamic stakeholder stimuli 
namely, stable and high-class sustainable global supplier management processes are a necessary 
condition to achieve competitive advantage. Foerst, Reuter, Hartmann and Blome (2010) argue that 
mature and congruent sustainability risk assessment and mitigation processes are highly valuable to 
an organization in addressing these stimuli, but that they are not sufficient to detect their actual 
dynamics. They advise firms to integrate a true sense of external responsiveness with supply risk and 
supplier management. Full integration of these processes lead towards Sustainable Supply Chain 
Management (SSCM).  
 
Seuring and Müller (2008, p. 1700) define sustainable supply chain management as “The 
management of material, information and capital flows as well as cooperation among companies along 
the supply chain while taking goals from all three dimensions of sustainable development, i.e., 
economic, environmental and social, into account which are derived from customer and stakeholder 
requirements. In sustainable supply chains, environmental and social criteria need to be fulfilled by the 
members to remain within the supply chain, while it is expected that competitiveness would be 
maintained through meeting customer needs and related economic criteria.” This definition is rather 
wide but is very suitable as the understanding of sustainability per organizations may vary. 
 
In this perspective organizations will be careful to protect their reputation (O’ Rourke 2005) and shift 
up from a single tier buyer-supplier relation on an anonymous world market towards more controllable 
and traceable supply chain management, i.e. SSCM (Paulraj, 2011). Supply chains need to comply 
with broadly accepted social and environmental standards, as organizations are accountable for the 
outcome and output of their supply chains (Teusher, Grüninger and Risk, 2006). Organizations must 
control and channel these social and environmental standards throughout the supply chain. 
 
2. Integral approach overview 
 
The previous paragraph highlights the importance of SSCM. However, despite the high recognition the 
field of SSCM has been receiving in recent years, no true sustainable supply chain has yet been 
described in the literature (Pagell and Wu, 2009). Still some organizations are more sustainable than 
others and thus have been able to gain a sustained competitive advantage (Pagell and Wu, 2009). 
This advantage is naturally highly recommended by the relevant stakeholders as such supply chains 
do not only perform well on social and environmental, but also on financial performance measures 
8 
 
(Beske, 2012). This positive financial performance explains the pressure from stakeholders towards 
sustainability.  
 
Who are these stakeholders pressuring the organization? Hill and Jones (1992, p. 133) define 
stakeholders as: "Constituents who have a legitimate claim on the firm.” Resulting from this focus is 
the emphasis on improving relationships within the supply chain to achieve this competitive 
advantage, especially the relation with the supplier. Fawcett and Magnan (2002) contribute on this 
matter by stating that in their research the housing of SCM with their suppliers is more than three 
times higher than the housing of SCM with their customers. They also state that the full integration of 
SCM up-and downstream has a competitive potential but an inherent difficulty of collaboration. Vachon 
and Klassen (2006) show that cooperation within a supply chain only has an impact on the relationship 
with primary suppliers, not with the major customers. The focus of organizations on SCM towards the 
supplier has therefore more potential.  In order to maintain this competitive advantage it is 
recommended that organizations have supplier development as this development is improving the 
operational performance of both the supplier and the buying organization (Krause, Handfield, and 
Scannell, 1998). Supplier development can be defined as: “Any effort of a buying firm with a supplier 
to increase its performance and/or capabilities and meet the buying firm’s short and/or long-term 
supply needs.” (Krause and Ellram, 1997, p. 39). 
 
This area is where interaction between the buying organization and the supplier becomes important. In 
this interaction, several influencing strategies may be used in order to meet the initial stakeholders 
demand from the buying organization (Hu and Shue, 2005). Frazier and Rody, (1991, p.52) describe 
influencing strategies as:”The involvement of the alternative means of communication available to 
managers in their attempts to influence associated channel members.” In the following these three 
interfaces are further elaborated, together with their influence on the permeation of sustainability up 
the supply chain.  
 
a. Stakeholders’ pressure 
 
First the amount of stakeholders’ pressure perceived by the organization will lead to more or less 
focus on sustainability. Pressure perceived from different stakeholders group may lead to a different 
approach on sustainability. (Murillo-Luna, Carcés-Ayarbe and Rivera-Torres, 2008) “As the survival 
and continuing profitability of an organization depends upon its ability to fulfil its economic and social 
purpose, [...] to ensure that each primary stakeholder group continues as part of the corporation’s 
stakeholder system.’’ (Clarkson, 1995, p. 107) it is of major concern for organizations to understand 
the organization’s reaction on the pressure perceived from the specific stakeholder group when it 
comes to sustainability. This reaction is also known as stakeholder salience: “The degree to which 
managers give priority to the competing stakeholder claims.” (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997, p. 854). 
 
Several research is inspired by the suggestion that ‘‘all stakeholders’’ need to be considered in order 
to become a sustainable supply chain. (e.g. Garvare and Johansson, 2011; Michelon, 2011). 
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However, these researches give only very general, suggestions and are of little help for SSCM that 
finds itself ‘‘...in conflicts between economic, societal, and environmental aspects...’’ (Kunsch, 
Kavathatzopoulos and Rauschmayer, 2009, p. 1101).  
 
b. Supplier development 
 
Second the constantly changing demand from stakeholders’ pressure urges the need for a supply 
base where suppliers can respond easily to this changing demand, a constant search for supplier 
development. In that perspective supplier need to be able to react quickly on the organizations 
changing need for sustainability. The action towards supplier development depends on the internal 
resources and capabilities for the implementation of a sustainable supplier program by the 
organization (Sarkis, Gonzalez-Torre, Adenso-Diaz, 2010). Research has shown that just because 
there are external pressures to become sustainable, suppliers may react differently to these external 
pressures (Henriques and Sadorsky, 1999; Buysse and Verbeke, 2003). Supplier development efforts 
are used to affect supplier behaviour and enhance supplier performance (Ghijsen, Semeijn and 
Ernston, 2010). Previous research illustrate that buying organizations use a variety of supplier 
development practices, ranging from limited to extensive effort of the buying organization (Krause and 
Ellram, 1997; Sanchez-Rodriguez, Hemsworth and Martinez-Lorente, 2005). However, up until now, 
“...research into sustainability and supplier development programs is virtually non- existent...” (Bai, and 
Sarkis, 2010, p 1200). 
 
c. Influence strategies 
 
Thirdly, in the relationship between an organization and its suppliers several influence strategies are 
used to meet the goals of the organization (Frazier and Summers, 1984). However, are these 
influencing strategies also applicable in the organizations SSCM processes? The research on 
influence strategies has only demonstrated their importance within supply chains of distribution and 
has examined many important issues, such as the effect of influence strategies on supply chain 
conflict (Frazier and Rody, 1991), inter-firm agreements (Frazier and Summers, 1984), satisfaction 
(Frazier, Gill, and Kale,1989; Scheer and Stern, 1992), relationalism (Boyle, Brett, Robert, Robicheaux 
and Simpson, 1992), and solidarity (Kim, 2000). Researchers have also examined antecedents of 
influence strategies, including power (Boyle and Dwyer, 1985; Venkatesh, Kohli, and Zaltman, 1995) 
and dependence (Frazier, Gill, and Kale, 1989; Frazier and Summers, 1984; Gundlach and Cadotte, 
1994). Sharma and Henriques, (2005) link sustainability to influencing strategies, within the Canadian 
forest industry. This research provides an interesting starting point for advance exploration in other 
industries and is a starting point for further research on the contribution of influencing strategies and 
the permeation of sustainability in the supply chain. 
 
The above mention influencing factors on sustainability permeation are reflected in below conceptual 
model. Based upon this model, this research will examine how organizations permeate their 
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sustainability strategic objectives up the supply chain, and the contribution of these three important 
factors. 
 
Figure 1: conceptual model 
 
3. Problem statement and research questions 
 
Previous literature has focused predominantly on individual dyads of the above model, when 
developing theory for business-to-business relationships. But as mentioned, sustainability is a full 
supply chain matter. Therefore, it is remarkable that appearingly supply chain members are acting 
upon an assumption that the effects of their actions with each other are limited to the dyad, and do not 
spill over further in the supply chain. These limitations request for the development of a more complete 
view up the supply chain. A broader view gives insight to the essential for organizations on how to 
channel and control sustainability up the supply chain.  
 
The above brings us to the following problem statement: 
How do organizations permeate sustainability objectives up the supply chain? 
 
With the following three specific research questions: 
 How does stakeholders’ pressure contribute to the permeation of sustainability objectives up 
the supply chain? 
 How does supplier development contribute to the permeation of sustainability objectives up 
the supply chain? 
 How do influence strategies contribute to the permeation of sustainability objectives up the 
supply chain?  
Permeation  of sustainabilty key 
objectives
Stakeholder 
pressure 
Supplier
development
Influence 
strategies 
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II. Literature Review 
 
This chapter will investigate sustainability and sustainability in the full supply chain. Furthermore this 
literature review will explore on the factors as suggested by literature, on how to condense the key 
elements of an organization in the field of sustainability, next to the influence of stakeholders’ 
pressure, the importance of supplier development on developing a sustainable supply chain, and the 
affects of influencing strategies on the supply chain. 
  
1. Introducing sustainability in the supply chain 
 
There is no way around it: sustainability is today’s buzzword in organizations and their management, 
as organizations are held responsible on global level throughout their supply chain on this matter. 
Organizations have realized that in order to sustain your own profit (economical), you have to sustain 
the people in your organization (social), as well as the natural environment it - among many more - 
uses resources from and is located in (ecological or planet). These three elements are referred to as 
the pillars of sustainability (Dyllick and Hockerts, 2002), and are generally known as the triple bottom 
line concept (Elkington, 1997; Carter and Rogers, 2008). Up until now, organizations focused on 
achieving positive financial sustainability (e.g. stable and/or growing economical results) (Petersen, 
Frayer and Scannell, 2000). Social and ecological sustainability factors support financial sustainability 
factors (Epstein and Roy, 2001). They argue that avoiding negative press coverage and consumer 
boycotts, maintaining employee morale, increasing corporate reputation, and resisting other negative 
market impacts, as important social and ecological sustainability factors, are all important to the 
organizations financial well-being. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: The triple bottom Line (Elkington, 1997) 
 
One of the biggest drivers of incorporating sustainability in your organization is the competitive 
advantage it brings (Christmann, 2000; McWilliams, and Siege, 2001). It also diminishes a 
disadvantage: the adverse publicity, reputational damage and costly legal obligations that can result 
from irresponsible behaviour within this topic can rub off to your business partners. For example, 
Environ-
mental 
Social Econo-
mical 
Sustainability 
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irresponsible behaviour of a supplier may be projected onto the buying firm (Carter and Jennings, 
2004). Nguyen and Slater (2010) give proof for this improvement on financial performance by 
reporting that two out of three companies on Fortune’s “Global 100 Most Sustainable Corporations” list 
outperformed their less sustainable competitors. 
 
Sustainability does not end within the borders of the organization, or even at the customer of an 
organization, in order to create global leadership on sustainability organizations need to cover the 
complete supply chain. Organizations often pursue the triple bottom line to cover the complete supply 
chain (Elkington, 1997). Successful adaptation requires an organizational that aligns globally 
responsible values, mission and operations, and actions as well as the continuous commitment of all 
employees to the sustainable objectives. To shift from a single, profit based bottom line towards a 
triple bottom line Shrivastava (1995), Googins, Mirvis, and Rochlin (2007), and Swanson (1995) all 
argue that a traditional business focus can impede the journey towards sustainability. Adaptation of 
sustainability must be achieved throughout the complete supply chain instead of within the 
organizations borders, even more when companies in the supply chain are held responsible for the 
environmental and social performance of their suppliers (Handfield and Nichols, 1999; Scary and 
Skjott-Larsen 2001). 
 
2. Key elements for a sustainable supply chain 
 
Knowing that organizations are held responsible for the sustainability of the complete supply chain, it 
is crucial for organizations to permeate their sustainability objects up the supply chain. But how do 
they do that? There is no limited knowledge and little research done, that can answer this question. 
Pagell and Wu (2009) however give a starting point by condensing the sustainable supply chain 
review into three themes. The first is the attempt to extend supply chain management knowledge into 
the realm of sustainability, where numerous authors have explored the link between existing best 
practices in supply chain management and sustainable practices and outcomes. The second one 
describes the encompassing in the literature on reconceptualising the supply chain and changing 
material cognitions. This literature focuses on who is in the chain, what the chain does and how 
success is measured. The last one describes how organizations need to incorporate sustainability in 
their day-tot day management starting with the top management and how this integration is done. 
They researched these three themes in a case study among 10 organizations where they 
reconceptualised the individual outcomes into ’meta’ constructs. Their findings are summarized in the 
table below. 
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TABLE 1: Supply Chain Management Practices arranged into “Meta”constructs 
Meta construct SCM Practices Count 
Bundle 1: commonalities 
cognitions and orientations 
Sustainability fits the business model 
Proactive stance/organizational commitment 
Internal Supply Chain integration 
Touchstone value/guardrail 
Conversation 
Integrate environmental effort into the entire organization 
8 
9 
9 
9 
8 
8 
Bundle 2: ensuring supplier 
continuity 
Decommoditization – within chain 
Supplier development 
Reducing supplier risk 
Supplier development –to improve other chains 
Continuity as an explicated concern 
Transparency 
6 
6 
4 
3 
3 
2 
Bundle 3: reconceptualise the 
chain 
Reconceptualising what the chain does –business redefinition 
Reconceptualising who is in the chain 
Closed loops 
9 
6Y, 3L 
3Y, 4L 
Bundle 4: supply chain 
management practices –
sourcing management 
Supplier selection 
Collaborate with suppliers 
Traceability 
Supplier certification 
Buy on total cost not price 
9 
8 
8Y/1L 
7 
4Y/2L 
Bundle 4: supply chain 
management practices –
operations 
TQM 
LEAN/JIT 
3 
2 
Bundle 4: supply chain 
management practices –invest 
in human capital 
Commitment to employees (high quality work) 
Maintain and/or build culture formally 
9 
8 
Bundle 5: measurement Life cycle thinking/analysis 
Measurement and reward systems linked to sustainability 
4 
3 
Y=yes they engage in the activity in significant amounts; N=no engagement in activity; L=limited engagement 
in activity 
 
Table 1: Sustainability key elements (Pagell and Wu, 2009) 
 
This research from Pagell and Wu (2009) suggest which are the best practices to achieve a more 
sustainable supply chain. This research gives direction to a more conceptualization of sustainable 
supply chain and shows the key elements that are truly unique for a sustainable supply chain and 
SSCM. However it gives no answer to the questions how these key elements permeate up the supply 
chain.  More research is needed on the process of how to enhance sustainability in the supply chain.  
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3. Sustainable supply chain management 
 
There are several triggers for SSCM; the focal buying company receives the pressure for sustainability 
from three majorly influential groups: stakeholders, customers, and the government (Seuring and 
Müller, 2008). And when the focal company is pressured, this pressure usually passes on towards its 
suppliers (Seuring and Müller, 2008). Here, one distinctive feature of sustainable supply chain 
management emerges. Looking at the overall supply chain, the focal company quite often has to take 
a longer part of the supply chain into account than needed for ‘pure’ economic reasons (e.g Handfield, 
Walton, Seegers, and Melnyk,1997; Kogg, 2003; Seuring, 2004).  
 
One of the more significant roles in an organization’s value creation and influence on the total 
environmental impact is the supplier (Handfield and Nichols, 2002; Darnell, Jolley and Handfield, 
2008). To attain the list of most sustainable corporations, an organization must pay close attention to 
its supply side practices. Moreover purchasing activities have shown to contribute to and are of critical 
influence of the financial performance of organizations (e.g. Chen, Paulraj, and Lado, 2004, Ellram 
and Liu, 2002; Hendricks and Shingai, 2003). This study will take a good look at the supply side from a 
customer’s perspective in order to get a good idea of the permeation methods used in this supply 
chain.  
 
As shown by Pagell and Wu (2009) one of the hottest topics for researchers in SSCM is supplier 
development. This focus can be explained, as successful supplier development improves the 
operational performance of both buying organization and the supplier (Krause, Handfield, and 
Scannell, 1998). Within the supplier development process several influencing strategies may be used 
(Hu and Shue, 2005) Together with the initial instigator of the SSCM processes, the stakeholders, this 
identifies three factors that might contribute to permeating sustainability up the supply chain. Below 
more elaboration is done on these three factors: stakeholders’ pressure, supplier development and 
influencing strategies. 
 
a. Stakeholders’ pressure 
 
As mentioned above, organizations face increased pressure from stakeholders to incorporate 
sustainability aspects in their business practices. Several literature studies have investigated how 
organizations react to the calling for sustainability within organizations from stakeholder groups (e.g. 
Henriques and Sadorsky, 1999; Buysse and Verbeke, 2003; Sharma and Henriques, 2005; Eesley 
and Lenox, 2006). In these studies one important concern is highlighted, that is, identify who are 
stakeholders that demand sustainability with these organizations. They highlight that the list of 
stakeholders that put sustainable pressure towards an organization is almost endless, a classification 
of stakeholders in groups is necessary. This study will use the definition of groups made by Murillo-
Luna, Carcés-Ayarbe and Rivera-Torres (2008) as they use this classification to investigate on the 
pressure perceived by managers. This study will determine the importance of the stakeholders’ 
pressure perceived and consequently the sustainability pressure perceived.  
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TABLE 2: Stakeholders’ pressure classification 
Corporate 
Government 
Stakeholders 
Internal Economic 
Stakeholders 
External 
Economic 
Stakeholders 
Regulatory 
Stakeholders 
Social External 
Stakeholders 
Managers  Employees 
 
Customers 
 
Environmental 
Legislation 
Ecologists 
Organization 
Shareholders / 
owners 
Labour Unions Suppliers Administration 
Control 
Citizens / 
Communities 
  Insurance 
Companies 
 Media 
  Financial 
Institutions 
  
  Competitors   
 
Table 2: Classification of stakeholders’ pressure (Murillo-Luna, Carcés-Ayarbe and Rivera-Torres, 2008) 
 
With regard to external stimulus, Hart (1995) as well as Fineman and Clark (1996) consider managing 
the organization’s relationships with its stakeholders as a key strategic factor of influence. Regulatory 
stakeholders are considered of the greatest importance by managers for sustainable behaviour of 
organizations. (Murillo-Luna, Carcés-Ayarbe and Rivera-Torres 2008). Interesting nuance to this 
observation, also made by Murillo-Luna, Carcés-Ayarbe and Rivera-Torres (2008), is that when the 
sustainable pressure (e.g. the external stimulus as defined by Foerst, Reuter, Hartmann, and Blome, 
(2010) as perceived by managers is greater, an organization’s response in designing organizational 
capabilities (e.g. the organizational capabilities, as defined by Reuter, Foerst, Hartmann and Blome, 
2010) in support of sustainability will be more pro-active in nature. Thus sustainability is also 
considered of strategic importance and the presence of sustainability in the strategic purchasing 
program contributes better performance on sustainability in the supply chain. Also the internal stock of 
sustainability and the matter of stability and the maturity of the SSCM process are of great importance. 
The importance attached to the relation with the regulatory stakeholders and search for the 
permeation of sustainability upwards in the supply chain, brings the following first proposition (P1):  
  
P1  The pressure perceived from regulatory stakeholders is the greatest driver for permeating 
sustainability up the supply chain 
 
b. Supplier development 
 
The content of sustainability efforts is dependent on the kind of stakeholders’ pressure perceived. This 
is also the case for the configuration of SSCM processes, e.g. supplier selection? Infrastructure 
factors, such as supplier selection and supplier evaluation, within supplier development comprise the 
environment that supports effective use of transaction-specific supplier development activities. They 
have been found to be of importance in influencing a firm’s involvement in supplier development and 
ultimately to the success of supplier development programs (Humphreys, Lib and Chang, 2004). 
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Transaction-specific supplier development is the core practice of supplier development, which 
represents direct involvement of the buying company in developing suppliers (Krause, 1999). It 
encompasses a buyer’s direct investments in physical or human assets that are dedicated to a 
particular supplier, buyer’s expectation for supplier performance improvement and joint action between 
both parties. As Noori and Chen (2003) state, the collaboration among R&D personnel, designers and 
environmental technicians is very important to develop sustainable new products in the early design 
stage. Compared with literature on sustainable supplier evaluation and selection, contributions on 
sustainable supplier development are not superfluous, although green supplier development 
capabilities have been identified as a core competence (Nagel, 2003). 
 
This calls for development of sustainable suppliers. When organizations want to develop and apply 
their internal capabilities to ensure a long-term competitive advantage with their supplier, doing this: 
“...sooner, more astutely, or more fortuitously...” (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000, p. 1117) is key. 
Baumgartner and Ebner (2010) provide a scheme that supports the development, establishment and 
persecution of a sustainability strategy for an organization. This scheme reflects the level of maturity 
each organization has on sustainability, and is useful to develop suppliers regarding sustainability. 
Reuter, Foerst, Hartmann and Blome, (2010) express the maturity of an organization as critical on the 
effect on sustainability within the organization, but is this contribution also the case for supplier 
development? Resulting in the following second proposition (P2): 
 
P2  The amount of years that an organization is familiar with sustainability is positively related to 
the impact on supplier development on the subject of sustainability 
  
c. Influencing strategies 
 
Different types of influencing strategies can be used in order to successfully develop and apply an 
organizations power in the supply chain.  Influence strategies entail the alternative means of 
communication available to managers in their attempt to connected members in the supply chain 
(Frazier and Rody, 1991). Thereby the term influence strategy refers to the means by which power is 
applied to achieve influence (Shamdasani, Stanaland and Tan, 2001). Influence strategies are 
classified as either coercive or non-coercive, where coercive influence strategies stimulate compliance 
on the basis of the influence mechanism of source-controlled rewards and punishments, whereas 
noncoercive influence strategies drive by changing the attitude of the target about the attractiveness of 
the intended behaviour (Frazier and Summers, 1984, 1986, Payan and McFarland 2005). 
 
Frazier and Summers (1984) were the first to specify the six most commonly studied influence 
strategies in marketing channels research. See table 3 below:  
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TABLE 3: Influencing strategies classification  
Noncoercive influence strategies Coercive influence strategies 
Requests Promises 
Information Exchange Threats 
Recommendations Legalistic Pleas (1) 
Rationality (2)  
 
Table 3: Influencing strategies by Frazier and Summers (1984) with additions by Payan and McFarland (2005) 
 
 (1) Subsequent research has demonstrated that Legalistic Pleas are a special case of 
Threats (e.g., Johnson, Sakano, Cote, and Onzo. 1993).  
(2) Payan and McFarland (2005) add a new a new noncoercive strategy to this taxonomy. 
they call this Rationality,  
 
Although different classifications of coercive and noncoercive strategies exist (Frazier and Summers, 
1984; Venkatesh, Kohli, and Zaltman, 1995), the classification of the adjusted classification of Frazier 
and Summers (1984) by Payan and McFarland (2005) is used. A detailed explanation of the 
influencing strategies as provided by Gelderman, Semeijn and De Zoete (2008) can be found in 
Appendix A. 
 
How do the different influencing strategies affect the channeling of sustainability up the supply chain? 
Sustainability up the supply chain is a research topic that has had little and non-extensive research in 
literature, a gap this research tries to fill. This gap might also indicate there is not just a simple 
template to set a variety of requirements in the field of sustainability from a buyer to a supplier. ‘Simple 
templates’ to this point only exist when there is extensive research, usually also further expressed in 
related legislation and governmental regulations to comply with. This compliance will also be leading 
within the full set of requirements as posed from buyers to suppliers. For example, either an 
organization engages in under-aged employment or not (legislation), an organizations level of CO2 
emission is above or below a certain measurable level (regulation). Clear and measurable 
requirements are also necessary to connect either punishment or reward to compliance.  
 
Research done by Payan and McFarland (2005) connects coercive influencing strategies to a situation 
where there is possibility to punish or reward. Since there are only a few clear and measurable 
requirements specified, these will be leading in the full set of requirements, and that coercive 
influencing strategies are more successful than non-coercive influencing strategies where 
sustainability factors are in play in a buyer-supplier relationship throughout the supply chain. They also 
conclude that, looking at the non-coercive influencing strategies, recommendations have a negative 
effect on compliance, and information exchange has no significant impact on compliance. Only 
rationality and request have a positive impact on compliance. For the coercive influencing strategies, 
promises and threats (including legalistic pleas) show little effects on compliance. Scheer and Stern 
(1992) advise to use coercive influencing strategies in a buyer-supplier relationship when targets need 
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to be met, as they have a positive impact on performance. Threats are a valid influencing strategy in 
case the target of influence is highly dependent on the source (Payan and McFarland 2005). 
The above leads up to the following third and final proposition in this research: 
  
P3 There is a stronger positive relationship between the use of coercive influencing strategies and 
the permeation of sustainability than the use of non-coercive strategies  
 
The following chapter will elaborate on the research methods used to investigate the above mentioned 
research questions and propositions.   
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III. Research Design 
 
This chapter will outline and discuss the most suitable research instrument to collect and analyse the 
data required to answer the research questions and propositions. It will also discuss sample size and 
validity and reliability of the research to ensure valid and reliable results as mentioned and discussed 
in the subsequent chapters. 
 
1. Research design classification and technique 
 
For elaborating on theoretical background, the research onion of Saunders, Lewis, Thornhill, (2009) 
provides a very clear guideline on getting to the appropriate research design classification and 
technique. In this case, the research is exploratory by nature, as it tends to add information to existing 
literature by executing specific observations at organizations, to support broader generalizations and 
theories. This research also includes a degree of uncertainty, making an inductive approach more 
suitable than a deductive approach. 
 
This research will investigate contemporary phenomena in a real-life setting. Next to that the number 
of variables of interest exceeds the number of data points (Yin, 2009). Therefore, these criteria call for 
case study research. Furthermore, case study research allows for investigating complex phenomena 
which cannot be illuminated by e.g. surveys as such, because it allows the researcher to interact with 
the informant and to draw on multiple sources of relevant and adjacent information, leading to 
information-rich cases (Crane 1999, Yin 2009). Case study research is also proven to be a good fit in 
purchasing and supply management studies (Dubois and Araujo, 2007). In addition to providing an 
overview of previous literature, this research intends to add to existing literature by changing the 
scope and sample of an existing case study research in supply chain management.  
 
In order to have more rich data and the ability to compare organizations a multiple case study will be 
done. While existing literature provides examples of multiple case studies within one side of the supply 
chain (e.g. Reuter, Foerst, Hartmann and Blome, 2010), this paper intends to add insights via a 
multiple case study up a single supply chain. Hence, an inductive multiple case study approach is 
appropriate at the supplier side of the supply chain, and seen from a customer’s point of view, as 
sustainable supplier management is still in its exploratory phase (Basu and Palazzo, 2008). This 
approach is very suitable, seeing that the definitions of ecological, social and environmental 
sustainability and their corresponding attributes differ in literature and practice and need clarification, 
to be addressed best in the course of the interviews (Reuter, Foerst, Hartmann and Blome, 2010). 
 
Data can be divided into the primary or secondary type (Saunders, Lewis, Thornhill, 2009). Primary 
data is data gathered by asking questions, conducting trials and collating results. Secondary data, 
involves the summary, collation and/or synthesis of existing research. In this research, primary data 
will be gathered to fit the specific purpose of this research. Secondary data will be gathered only for 
identification reasons, not for an explicit contribution to this research as such. Cooper and Schindler 
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(2008) suggest that a study of primary data logically involves qualitative techniques, referring to the 
depth and extensiveness of data retrieved from a small sample, rather than a large amount of data, 
retrieved from a large sample. 
   
This multiple case study will use multiple research methods, to increase construct validity. The 
methods that will be used are interviews and document research of the organizations, as, found on the 
Internet and provided by the organizations it selves. Both methods are successful and good 
techniques for multiple case study research (Yin 2009). Because this research relies on interviews, 
and is a research of exploratory nature, room to move about the exact question order and add extra 
information is kept open, in order to make sure the conversation is not disturbed and remains fluent, 
by means of a so called semi-structured interview. To make sure the information gathered is 
consistent, complete, easily comparable, and structured, and by that to rule out bias, the semi- 
structured interviews will be guided by a questionnaire.  
 
In order to research some extra underlying reasons and motivations (‘how?’ or ‘why?’) in addition to 
clear and measurable or yes/no facts, open ended answers are frequently facilitated by the option ‘..., 
because …”. (Malhotra & Birks, 2003). Document research is used to check whether an organization 
meets the criteria for the research and also serve as a validity check for the interviews. The use of 
multiple research methods is also known as triangulation and is used to ensure that the collected data 
can be verified. Triangulation also indentifies a deployed method that confirms the use of primary data 
which is supplied from the findings of the questionnaire and highlights secondary data found in the 
literature review or data provided by other parties (Saunders, Lewis, Thornhill, 2009).  
 
As access to the organisations is limited, the research will take place at a certain moment in time. The 
research has therefore a cross-sectional time frame (Saunders, Lewis, Thornhill, 2009). In short: case 
study research, with qualitative semi-structured interviews, accompanied with archival record research 
is appropriate, not only because of the intent, content, and depth, but also because the point of this 
research is to take an established research method, and merely changing its scope. 
 
2. Questionnaire design 
 
Only one variant of the survey is created, where each paragraph consists of questions that refer to 
information to be gathered around the 3 propositions. At the end of the questionnaire, some additional 
questions are formulated to check upon the authenticity of the answers. To ensure consistency and 
comparability, all questions are logically structured from broad into specific factors. This research will 
focus on interviews, when possible face-to-face, or via telephone as a viable alternative.Instructions in 
advance of the questionnaire made sure the respondent understands the question. Only at the 
beginning of the questionnaire, a few questions concerning identification information are posed. To 
check whether the questionnaire setup is understandable, easy to complete, and would render the 
information that was intended to be gathered, the questionnaires are pre-tested by a few colleagues 
and one test-company, through a so-called pilot test. 
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To rule out the bias of social desirable answers, and make sure the interviewee can answer freely, the 
anonymity of all respondents is guaranteed by a short standard message in the introduction and at 
end of the questionnaire. Also in the telephone conversation, the issue of anonymity is to be clearly 
mentioned. The questionnaires can be found in Appendix B and C. 
 
From the pilot sample it was concluded that the best managers to contact where a manager 
responsible for sustainability, and a manager responsible for purchasing. Both managers provide 
supplementary and verifiable information, and are able to provide the complete spectrum of answers 
needed for the research. At first, the idea is to try to contact the appropriate manager via telephone, to 
ask him/her if he/she would complete a self-administered questionnaire about themselves, the 
organization and the level of experience on sustainability. After the receipt of this questionnaire and 
based upon the input from the respondents and information retrieved from the organizations’ 
sustainability reports, guiding and probe questions for the semi-structured interview are developed. As 
starting point some core questions are already formed (Eisenhardt 1989; Perry, 1998; Reuter, Foerst, 
Hartmann and Blome, 2010 and Payan McFarland, 2005). This second part will done, by contacting 
the appropriate manager by phone or face-to-face and finalize the core questions and possible 
additional questions in a interview protocol. In total at least two interviews per company is gathered 
and where possible three or more. Adding more respondents from one company will ensure that new 
aspects can arise. To make sure that new aspects that arise during the first interviews are addressed 
in following interviews a certain time-lapse is kept between the appointments. 
 
Notes of answers and presented documents are immediately written up and where possible a voice 
recording will be made of the interview. Whenever new and possibly significant aspects are identified, 
the interview guide will be adjusted to ensure that in subsequent interviews these new aspects are 
included. In order to account for reliability there is a continuous tracking of the proceedings in a 
protocol, for example, quoting dates of the interviews and information on the respondents, individual 
settings of each interview, and where and how archival data is collected. Furthermore, a case 
database is established to store every single observation, for example, individual notes, transcripts 
from the interviews, the questionnaires, content from the companies’ websites, as well as 
sustainability and annual reports (Yin, 2009).  
 
3. Sample design 
 
To ensure advice is optimal towards the employing and research facilitating organization, the research 
will take place within the supply chain of several customers of Océ N.V (further to be mentioned as 
‘Océ’). Vennix (2006) categorizes this as convience sampling.  The benefit doing research within 
limited supply chains is that developing this supply chain research requires fewer resources and time 
than assessing the same measures in multiple, cross-functional supply chains. Because the 
convenient sample is often easy to access, geographically concentrated, and participating 
organizations are known, as a customer, to the arranging organizations they are more willing to 
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participate in a research. And as these organizations have already one supplier in common, 
comparing of these supply chains is also easier.  
 
However, the limitations of using convenience samples doing research within limited supply chains are 
also obvious. This sampling method does not excel in being representative for general supply chains 
as there might be underlying and unknown attributes associated with those supply chains. None the 
less, this approach is taken to restrict the number of respondents, to enable a good comparison, and 
by that creating a more robust results and advice towards the organization at hand. 
 
In questioning the focus organizations, all suppliers are to be taken into account when answering, and 
Océ will be in all of the supply chains positioned in a supplier role. As the customer organizations will 
remain anonymous and only Océ is to be identified as such, only a short overview of Océ is provided, 
as well as reasoning behind the choice of focus organizations. For the sake of anonymity, the 
organizations are defined as Alpha, Beta, etc.  Océ strives to use the results, conclusion, and 
recommendation of this thesis, in order to optimize the permeation of its stakeholders’ demands on 
sustainability up the supply chain. 
 
4. Company profile 
 
Official profile from the Océ website: 
“Océ is active in the entire value chain of printing systems and offers hardware (printers, copiers and 
scanners), software, services and imaging to its customers. Océ enables its customers to manage 
their documents efficiently and effectively by offering innovative print and document management 
products and services for professional environments. The company is part of the Canon Group and is 
one of the world’s leading suppliers of systems and services for digital printing and document 
management. Key success elements in achieving this have been the innovative ability, service 
contracts and focus on niche markets. Océ develops and manufacturers systems for the 
(re)production, presentation, distribution and management of documents and document flows in the 
office, industrial and professional graphics market. The product range consists of printers, scanners 
peripherals and printing media, but also of document management software, systems integration and 
leasing. The products are mainly developed in house and a significant part of the annual revenues is 
invested in Research and Development (R&D).  
 
Océ is active in over 100 countries and employs more than 20,000 people worldwide. 
In 2010 Océ joined the Canon Group of companies with headquarters in Tokyo, Japan, to create the 
global leader in the printing industry. Canon develops, manufactures and markets a growing line-up of 
copying machines, printers, cameras, optical and other products that meet a diverse range of 
customer needs. The Canon Group comprises over 198,000 employees worldwide. Global net sales in 
2011 totalled USD 45.6 billion (Océ NV, 2011a).” (Océ Sustainability Report 2011 via 
http://www.oce.com). 
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With respect to sustainability, Océ sees an increase in interest from customers in their sustainability 
efforts, and in key markets sustainability is becoming a prerequisite. Océ’s response is to offer choices 
that reduce energy consumption, minimize paper waste and create a safe office environment for 
customers, while providing a profitable and efficient operation.  
By the words of the CEO of Océ Anton Schaaf: “The green debate inspires us to come up with new 
technologies that reduce our eco-footprint. It motivates us to improve our usage of natural resources 
and reduce our landfill disposal volumes even further. It helps us to achieve sustainable growth in the 
future. We have by no means reached our goals yet, but we are making fundamental progress step by 
step. I believe that green business will evolve into good business for our customers, markets and 
people. (Océ NV, 2011b)” (Océ Sustainability Report 2011 via http://www.oce.com) 
In conclusion, Océ would prefers getting into the driver’s seat to permeate sustainability up the supply 
chain, making this research clearly valuable to the organization. 
 
5. Sampling frame and technique 
 
At first the exact amount of possible respondents that would meet the above criteria is unknown. The 
responsible Business Unit Portfolio manager is contacted to check the possible customers from Océ 
that will meet the requirements for this research. For the first survey the target population consists of 
all strategic customers from Océ, as indicated by the Océ Marketing Department. To get the 
information interesting for this research, following is required: 
 The organization to indicate sustainability as part of their global strategy 
 Employ dedicated managers responsible for execution of this sustainable strategy 
 Have a sustainability program which poses requirements towards their suppliers 
 Base decisions towards their suppliers on sustainability requirements 
 
The amount of successful matches is quite limited and all possible account contacts were investigated 
and asked to be willing to participate in this research. These matching respondents were contacted via 
their responsible account manager, whether they would be willing to participate in this research. The 
account managers would also ask for the person’s contact details to be provided to the researcher, as 
well as further information on and contact to colleagues in that organization, with knowledge of or 
experience in the field of sustainability. On the one hand, this provides extra information on the topic, 
on the other hand it also rules out single-informant bias. Of course, to gather as many respondents 
and information as was possible, all possible sources of information were contacted and interviewed.  
 
An elaborate overview how concerns in validity and reliability were tackled in this research is provided 
in table 4.  
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Table 4: Validity and reliability based upon Yin, 2009; Gibbert, Ruigrok and Wicki 2008 
  
TABLE 4: Validity and reliability addressed throughout the course of research by research  
phase 
 Design Case Selection Data Gathering Data Analysis 
Reliability Develop case study 
protocol 
Selection based 
upon strategic 
customers indicated 
by marketing 
department  
Through 
consistency by 
using one  
questionnaire for all 
interviewees  
Involvement of 
analysts who have 
not been in the field 
gathering the data 
Internal Validity Foundation of 
research model, 
previous literature, 
and a theoretical 
framework 
Sampling criteria 
recorded in case 
study protocol 
- Multiple 
informants  
- Recording of 
factors that might 
lead to alternative 
explanations.  
-Control for social 
desirable bias 
- Anonymity clause 
in questionnaire 
- Pattern matching 
triangulation of 
questionnaire  
- Semi structured 
interview and 
secondary data 
- Discussion with 
professor  
Construct 
Validity 
Adoption of 
questions from 
previous research 
in the field SSCM 
N/A - Multiple sources 
of information 
Respondents 
reviewed the case 
protocol 
External  Sample within one 
focus company 
within multiple 
supply chains 
Clear description of 
firms’ context and 
situation 
N/A N/A 
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IV. Results 
 
After providing all the necessary preparation for the research: a motivation, problem statement, 
literature review, and research design, the research was ready to be executed. In this chapter, the 
results of the research are presented. Per category the research question and corresponding problem 
statements are mentioned. The problem statements will be answered and the text will contribute in 
answering to the research questions. 
 
1. Sample composition: participating organizations and respondents 
 
From the initial list of organizations that fit the requirements, the eventually collected data is from 4 
different organizations. The data was collected in the period from June until August 2012. Suggestions 
for the number of cases to use in multiple case study research vary. Eisenhart (1989) suggests seven 
cases as the maximum that a person can mentally process. Yin (1994) and others are more cautious 
with regard to hard numbers and instead suggest that data should be collected until saturation. In 
operations and supply chain management research there are numerous examples of multiple case 
study research using from 3 to 11 cases (e.g. Pagell 2004; Wu and Choi 2005; Matos and Hall 2007). 
Using the available contacts to the optimum, a total of 4 organizations were gathered that were willing 
to participate in this research.  
 
At first the respondents were asked to complete a self-administered questionnaire inquiring about their 
position, their organization, and the experience and strategy with regard to sustainability the 
organization. Results on sample composition are depicted in table 5. 
 
Table 5: Demographics focus organizations and respondents 
TABLE 5: Demographics focus organizations and respondents 
Organization Alpha Beta Gamma Delta 
Respondents’ job titles 
 
A. Junior Advisor     
Corporate  
B. Development 
Senior Corporate 
Purchaser 
A. Project 
leader MVO 
B. Head of 
Purchasing  
region East 
A. Formula Director 
the Netherlands 
B. Sales Director, 
the Netherlands 
 
A. Senior 
purchaser 
B. Senior 
purchaser 
 
Organization size +/- 2000 FTE 
 
+/- 6500 FTE 
 
+/- 80 FTE +/-2500 FTE 
 
Organizations sector Aviation 
 
Construction 
 
Graphical Media 
(franchise) 
Healthcare 
 
Informants years of 
experience on sustainability 
A.  2 years 
B. 10 years 
A. 20 years 
B. 4 years 
A.15 years 
B. 6 years 
A. 3 years 
B. 1 year 
Organizations years of 
experience on sustainability 
9 years 
 
7 years 
 
5 years 
 
1 year 
 
FTE's working on 
sustainability 
16 FTE 
 
7 FTE 
 
0,5 FTE 
 
0,5 FTE 
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By asking these questions upfront, in an early stage similarities and differences between organizations 
were indicated. This information was compared to general available documentation and information 
from the companies (e.g. the sustainability report, the corporate website). The outcome from this 
research can be found in paragraph IV/2. This information would ensure the researcher/interviewer to 
be optimally prepared, to ladder in questioning, and understand information mentioned to create an 
optimal interview. In each organization respondents were selected who are responsible for purchasing 
and or the sustainability program within an organization. It was guaranteed that all respondents where 
senior employees, in their discipline, to ensure an up-to-date and assured value of the information. 
Only at company Alpha, there was one exception.   
 
For the actual content part of the questionnaire the respondents were preferably submitted to a face-
to-face interview (when possible), or an interview by phone, taking up approximately 1 to1,5 hours per 
respondent.  
 
2. Document Research 
 
Investigating all available and provided information from the four organizations proves that all 
organizations see sustainability as one of their key objectives. At all four organizations the board is the 
driver for sustainability. And three out of four organizations embed sustainability as a special chapter 
in their annual report, or even provide a separate sustainability report. Delta is briefest, with only 
mentioning sustainability in short in a paragraph. The sustainability reports for Alpha and Beta are 
general available on the internet. All reports mention, ecological, social and financial sustainability. 
Also, in some reports, negative results are mentioned, as for example Beta reports on a casualty. 
Alpha is the most extensive on reporting on sustainability, as they inform on over twenty points on 
sustainability, however not all measurable. Beta also reports on basis of sustainability points, but on 
less than ten. 
 
All four investigated organizations have a sustainability plan that is updated at least every three years. 
In this plan all organizations set goals on sustainability, however only Alpha and Beta do this with 
clearly measurable targets. The targets for Delta are very generally mentioned, but Alpha, Beta and 
Gamma set targets both on short term and long term. The diversification on targets is quite diverse, 
ranging from CO2 reduction to sustainable purchasing. Every organization makes note of 
“Maatschappelijk Verantwoord Ondernemen” (MVO), some in their purchasing criteria, others in their 
main criteria to become a sustainable organization. But the organizations are also familiar with other 
sustainable Dutch organizations (e.g. “De Groene Zaak”). 
 
3. Perception of stimuli and priorities for sustainability  
 
The first and second questionnaire where combined and a standard structured overview was setup to 
ensure a correct visualisation and comparison of all the interview results. To be able to answer the 
27 
 
problem statement, results on the three mentioned influencing factors and related three propositions 
are discussed. The problem statement will be answered in the following chapter.  
 
a. Stakeholders’ pressure 
 
Research Question (R1): 
“How does stakeholders’ pressure contribute to the permeation of sustainability objectives up the 
supply chain?” 
 
Problem statement (P1): 
“The pressure perceived from regulatory stakeholders is the greatest driver for permeating 
sustainability up the supply chain.” 
 
The stimuli that trigger the organization to engage in sustainability efforts vary across cases in 
number, origin (internal and external), and sustainability priorities, as presented in Table 6. The last 
column mentions to which extent the result meets proposition 1. 
 
 
Table 6: Stimuli and priorities for sustainability 
 
TABLE6: Perceived Stakeholder Pressure  
 Alpha Beta Gamma Delta Results 
 to P1 
Greatest 
Driver for 
Sustainability 
Government 
 
Government 
 
Section (in 
Dutch: 
‘branche’) 
Government 
 
+/+ 
Internal 
drivers for 
sustainability 
 
1. Board 
2. Employees 
3. Owners  
4. Corporate 
task force 
1. Board 
2. Employees  
 
1. Board 
 
1. Board  
2. Employees 
 
+ 
External 
drivers for 
sustainability 
1. Government 
2. Customers 
1. Customers 
2. Government 
 
1. Competitors 
2. Government 
3. Customers  
4. Communities 
5. Suppliers 
1. Government 
2. Suppliers 
+ 
Priorities on 
sustainability 
 
1. Mobility  
2. CO2 
Reduction  
3. Employa-
bility  
4. Environment 
5. Noise 
1. CO2 
Reduction 
2. Mobility 
3. Waste 
reduction 
4. Employability 
 
1. Energy 
reduction  
2. Waste 
reduction 
 3. CO2 
reduction 
 4. Mobility 
1. Social responsive-
ness  
2. Employa-bility  
3. Waste reduction 
4. Mobility 
N/A 
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Respondents of three out of four organizations mention regulatory stakeholders as the biggest driver 
in permeating sustainability up the supply chain, agreeing with the expectations as formulated in 
proposition P1. With all other stakeholders’ pressure in place, the perceived pressure of regulatory 
stakeholders would be of incremental power, multiplying the existing focus of all four companies on 
sustainability. During the interviews it was recognized that all organizations have the government as 
customer, and for Alpha and Beta the government is one of the most important customers. At 
organizations Alpha and Beta, the focus on sustainability grew along with the pressure perceived from 
the regulatory stakeholders. In these cases, the regulatory stakeholder is the Dutch government, also 
being an important customer to the organization, in that way being a regulatory as well as an external 
economic stakeholder. As a customer, the government would naturally insist on compliance with their 
policies around sustainability. This way, the government exercises pressure to improve on the matter 
of sustainability on yearly basis. By complying, the organization can gain a competitive advantage on 
sustainability over competitors in tenders issued by the government.  
 
In contrast, respondents of the fourth organization consistently did not find the expected regulatory 
stimuli as the greatest driver. They had a great drive from within the section (in Dutch: ‘branche’) to 
focus on sustainability. Still, regulatory stakeholders are an important exponent, also in their process. 
 
With regard to internal stakeholders, three out of four organizations stress that employees are part of 
the drive for sustainability; they take part in events, task forces or come up with ideas to improve the 
sustainability of an organization. As one interviewee from Beta stated: “Our people are the basis for a 
sustainable organization.”  This incentive to engage in sustainability is, in three out of four 
organizations interviewed, embedded by the board as being the greatest internal driver for 
sustainability. 
 
The priority setting on sustainability was directed by the stakeholder perception and sector they are 
working in. Alpha and Beta are focused on measurable results that they can use to have a competitive 
advantage. They focus on CO2 reduction and mobility, where a cleaner car fleet also reduces the CO2 
footprint. A good result on the CO2 performance ladder (in Dutch: the ‘CO2 prestatieladder’) for 
example gives companies the opportunity to deduct a certain percentage of the quote they provide to 
the government. Gamma focuses on activities that quite visibly in the eyes of a customer contribute to 
a more sustainable product. This approach is chosen, because the customer more and more demands 
that suppliers use sustainable products, and they want to be able to also practically see that result of 
sustainability efforts. They focus on e.g. the reduction of energy consumption, and the reduction of 
waste, such as switching to using FSC paper or less energy consuming production methods. Not to 
mention that this last example has an extra incentive: its positive impact on profit. For organization 
Delta, the approach is different. Seeing they provide service (care, to be exact), not products, their 
preference lies with organizations that display a strong socially sustainable focus. In this type of 
organization, unsatisfactory performance of for example a subcontractor has a direct impact on 
29 
 
people, and is a risk to be avoided at all times. Also, in this organization their employees are the 
organization’s value added, again strengthening the strong focus on social sustainability.  
 
b. Supplier development 
 
Research Question (R2): 
“How does supplier development contribute to the permeation of sustainability objectives up the 
supply chain?” 
 
Problem statement (P2): 
“The amount of years that an organization is familiar with sustainability is positively related to the 
impact on supplier development on the subject of sustainability.” 
 
By conducting the interviews also the supplier development of the organizations on the aspect of 
sustainability has been investigated.  In order to check if the results of the interviews meet P2, the 
years of an organization’s experience with regard to sustainability is mentioned. As a result, Alpha 
should have better and more embedded supplier development methods towards sustainability than 
Beta, Beta more than Gamma, and Gamma more than Delta, as is shown in years in the first line of 
the below table. Below, in table 7, the results of the interviews mentioning in the last column to which 
extent the result meets P2.  
 
TABLE 7: Sustainability and supplier development 
Organization Alpha Beta Gamma Delta Results 
P2 
Organizations 
years of 
experience on 
sustainability 
9 
 
7 
 
5 
 
1 N/A 
Securing 
sustainability 
further in the 
supply chain 
1. Audit critical 
(2nd-tier) 
suppliers and 
critical 
processes. 
Audits on sample 
basis   
2. Request for 
certificates and 
policy documents 
1. Report on 
KPI's in the 
projects. 
2. 1
st
 tier auditing 
3. No 2nd tier 
auditing 
4. Measurement 
only check on 
certificates 
1. No audit on 
suppliers. 
2. Check on 
certificates 
3. By marketing 
sustainability in 
folders and 
setting up 
practical cases 
1. No audit on 
suppliers. 
2. Check on 
certificates 
++/++ 
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Development 
process of 
suppliers 
1. Inform supplier 
how to obtain the 
requested 
certificates and 
policy documents 
2. Together with 
suppliers 
sustainability is 
developed 
1. Inform supplier 
how to obtain the 
requested 
(safety) 
certificates and 
policy documents 
2. Together with 
suppliers 
sustainability is 
developed 
1. No 
development of 
sustainability 
towards 
suppliers, only in 
cooperation with 
suppliers 
1. No 
development only 
explanations hoe 
they can meet 
the behavioural 
guidelines 
+/+ 
Other 
functions 
involved in 
developing 
sustainable 
suppliers 
1. All employees 
give input, 
but mainly 
purchasing and 
corporate 
development 
1. Purchasing 
and project 
leaders 
1. Purchasing 
and the 
entrepreneurs 
together with 
sustainable 
organizations 
(e.g. Groene 
Zaak) 
1. Purchasing, 
together with 
Intrakoop 
+/+ 
 
Table 7: Sustainability and supplier development 
 
Alpha has the most activities to control their sustainability criteria for supplier development in the 
supply chain, Delta has the least. The development of the sustainability processes is done together 
with the suppliers or advice is given how to obtain certain certificates. The prioritization to develop 
suppliers is for Alpha and Beta is project-driven, and cooperation between multiple suppliers within 
this project is needed. For the other organizations it is still a ‘wish list’, without any real supplier 
program. Multiple functions are involved in developing sustainable suppliers and a central role has at 
all organizations the purchasing department. These findings support P2. In this perspective, the 
purchasing manager from Beta had an interesting suggestion: “In order to become really sustainable, 
just cooperation with the supplier is not sufficient, we need a partnership with our ‘key suppliers’, 
perhaps even on strategic level. This would provide real sustainable profits”. 
 
c. Influencing strategies 
 
Research Question (R3): 
“How do influence strategies contribute to the permeation of sustainability objectives up the supply 
chain?” 
 
Problem statement (P3): 
“There is a stronger positive relationship between the use of coercive influencing strategies and the 
permeation of sustainability than the use of non-coercive strategies.” 
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Different influencing strategies are used for assuring the top priorities on the subject of sustainability 
with their suppliers. The overview below, table 8, gives the result per influencing strategy per 
organization how and where they are used and if they support P3. 
 
TABLE 8: : Influencing strategies per organization 
 Alpha Beta Gamma Delta Results 
P3 
Rationality 1. Mainly in 
tenders as 
request to 
comply to 
2. Via internet 
1. Mainly in 
tenders as 
request to 
comply to 
1. In board group 
meetings 
(meetings with 
entrepreneurs) 
2.  In tenders 
1. Mainly in 
tenders as 
request to 
comply to 
-/- 
Recom-
mendations 
1. In cooperation 
with the suppliers 
in general 
supplier 
meetings. 
2. Via e-mail / 
phone 
1. In cooperation 
with the largest 
suppliers in 
general supplier 
meetings 
2.  Via e-mail / 
phone.  
1. Input from 
board group 
meetings is used 
in one on one 
meetings with 
suppliers 
2.  Via e-mail 
/phone 
1. Input from 
clients is used for 
one on one half 
yearly supplier 
evaluations 
2.  Via e-mail / 
phone 
-/- 
Requests 1. In cooperation 
with the suppliers 
in general 
supplier 
(operational) 
meetings; 
2. Via e-mail / 
phone 
1. In cooperation 
with the suppliers 
in general 
supplier 
(operational) 
meetings 
2. Via e-mail / 
phone 
1. In cooperation 
with the suppliers 
in general 
supplier 
(operational) 
meetings 
2.  Via e-mail / 
phone 
1. In cooperation 
with the suppliers 
in general 
supplier 
(operational) 
meetings; 
2. Via e-mail / 
phone 
--/-- 
Information 
Exchange 
1. In cooperation 
with the suppliers 
in general 
supplier 
(operational) 
meetings; 
2. Via Internet;  
3. Via corporate 
communication 
mailings 
4. Via purchasing 
manuals 
5. Via e-mail / 
phone 
1. In cooperation 
with the suppliers 
in general 
supplier 
(operational) 
meetings 
2. Via Internet 
3. Via purchasing 
manuals 
4. Via intranet 
5. Via e-mail / 
phone.  
1. In cooperation 
with the suppliers 
in general 
supplier 
(operational) 
meetings 
2. Via internet;  
3. Via e-mail / 
phone 
1. In cooperation 
with the suppliers 
in general 
supplier 
(operational) 
meetings; 
2. Via Internet; 
3. Via e-mail / 
phone 
--/--- 
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Threats 1. In SLA, 
contracts and 
general 
conformities. 
 2. Penalties are 
given by 
noncompliance. 
3. Suppliers need 
to pay their share 
when penalties 
are given to 
Alpha 
4. Dis-
continuation is 
indicated when 
not complying on 
agreements 
1In SLA, 
contracts and 
safety 
regulations. 
 2. Penalties are 
given by 
noncompliance. 
3. When safety is 
at stake 
immediate stop 
of the contract. 
4. Dis-
continuation is 
indicated when 
not complying on 
agreements 
1. In SLA and 
contracts.  
2. Penalties are 
given by 
noncompliance. 
3. Dis-
continuation is 
indicated when 
not complying on 
agreements 
1. In SLA, 
contracts and 
behavioural 
guidelines. 
2. Penalties are 
given by 
noncompliance. 
3. Dis-
continuation is 
indicated when 
not complying on 
agreements 
++/++ 
Promises 1, Creating a win-
win situation 
with the supplier. 
1. Continuity of 
business is the 
reward. 
1. Continuity of 
business is the 
reward. 
1. Continuity of 
business is the 
reward. 
2. Mainly 1 year 
contracts. 
+/+ 
 
Table 8: Influencing strategies per organization 
 
All four organizations set up tenders via the internet. Within the information they have to provide to 
compete in these tenders, suppliers add information on complying to a request, rationality, in the area 
of sustainability. For example, they mention the correct disposal of waste that can comply with. In 
general meetings with suppliers and via e-mail or telephone, recommendations, request, and general 
information exchanging is done. In general at all organizations the general question to have a better 
performance on sustainability is posed by both by the organizations and the suppliers, the detailed 
solutions however comes from the suppliers as they have the knowledge. All eight respondents admit 
that the biggest incentive within sustainability is the attached profit improvement, also mentioning that 
in the end all sustainable solutions should create a profit for the organization, even if only minimal, to 
make it worth the effort invested. 
 
In contracts and Service Level Agreements (SLA), gains and penalties for (non-)disclosure are 
mentioned. For all organizations the set-up for these contracts and SLA’s should be executed for all 
government regulations applicable to ISO standards. Alpha explicitly focuses on their top priorities in 
their contracts, by mentioning e.g. CO2 footprint and amount of decibels as hard targets to meet. Beta 
targets on the CO2 performance ladder and safety certificates and a supplier needs to meet both even 
to win against competition.  Gamma requires all suppliers to be socially responsible entrepreneurs (in 
Dutch: ‘maatschappelijk verantwoorde ondernemers’) and within their contracts they set up key 
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performance indicators in this field. Examples are the use of FSC paper and energy efficient 
machines. However, the supplying organization in turn is ‘free’ to choose their own source for these 
machines, and no check on if this source on ‘socially responsible’ certification is mandatory. Delta 
focuses on people and suppliers must sign the behavioural agreement to become a supplier. Within 
this focus area the companies use threats as communication. Alpha and Beta already mention being 
threatened with and because of non-compliance being drawn into a legal plea, a special case of 
Threats (e.g., Johnson, Sakano, Cote, and Onzo. 1993). 
 
All the four organizations do not make promises on the subject of sustainability alone, as sustainability 
is just one of the factors in an agreement. The best promise they make is, if a supplier fills up with the 
requests, the supplier might get the order, if a supplier does not, the supplier won’t get the order. Often 
there is a certain dependency between the supplier and the organization, and both of them know that 
this dependency exists, however mostly it does not exist on the subject of sustainability. In this relation 
sustainability, as both Alpha and Beta mentioned, will never be a competitive factor, unless it is in the 
field of meeting regulations as set by the government.  
  
Summarizing, all influencing strategies are used at all suppliers for permeating sustainability up the 
supply chain, coercive as well as non-coercive. This result does not support P3. However there is a 
difference in what situation different influencing strategies are used. Coercive influencing strategies, 
mostly threats, are used if quantifiable sustainability criteria must be met; non-coercive strategies are 
used when the criteria to meet are not quantifiable. 
   
Details of the answers to the more detailed questionnaire are to be found in appendix D. 
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V. Discussion, Conclusion and recommendations 
 
This chapter will provide an analytical discussion on the results as reported in the previous chapter, by 
combining the three interfaces towards a conclusion on the problem statement. Further the 
conclusions are provided together with theoretical and managerial implications and recommendations. 
Finally limitations and directions for further research are provided.    
 
1. Discussion 
 
a. Stakeholders’ pressure 
 
The assumption that the regulatory stakeholders where the greatest driver for the permeation of 
sustainability up the supply chain is confirmed by this research. Although pressure from regulatory 
stakeholders contributes most to permeation of sustainability in the supply chain, in general, pressure 
perceived from all stakeholders leads to greater sustainability permeation up the supply chain, a 
conclusion also drawn by Murillo-Luna, Carcés-Ayarbe and Rivera-Torres (2008). The biggest driver 
within the regulatory stakeholders is government regulations and especially the benefits they provide 
towards organizations that are more sustainable. These benefits are in various cases of a financial 
nature, making it lucrative for companies to invest in sustainable initiatives. Such companies show 
better financial results and high sustainability-rated investment portfolios have a proven better 
performance (van de Velde, Vermeir and Corten, 2005, Beske 2012). These government regulations 
coerce a certain level of sustainability at all four organizations, seeing nonconformity considerably 
harms an organization’s ability to compete in business. This pressure is extremely explicit when the 
government has ‘double pressure’ by being a regulatory stakeholder as well as an external economic 
stakeholder, when it also is an important customer to the respective organization. 
 
With regard to internal stakeholders, many respondents mentioned the importance of their 
commitment to sustainability, with employees being largely responsible for the drive for sustainability. 
It is crucial for organizations to have motivated personnel, seeing employee attitude affect the 
performance on sustainability (Daily and Steiner, 2001). Management should commit to sustainability 
and in order to motivate their personnel focus on employee empowerment, rewards, and feedback for 
enhancing sustainability performance (Govindarajulu and Daily, 2004).  
 
For three out of four organizations the greatest internal driver is the board of managers. Lambert, 
Stock and Ellram (1998) stress that top management support is a must for the implementation of 
supply chain activities and programs. The influence of top management on corporate culture and user 
acceptance is also stressed by Ellram and Sifred (1998) as in purchasing processes. Regarding the 
involvement of managerial support for implementing improved sustainability behaviour has been 
recognized by Daily, Bishop, & Govindarajulu (2009), Zhu, Sarkis Cordeiro, Lai, (2008) and Ramus 
(2001, 2002). Ramus and Steger (2000) even recognize the equivalent effect: the absence of 
adequate managerial support will decrease the employee motivation to pursue sustainability initiatives.   
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Different types of organizations also have different outcomes on the type of sustainability they 
consider most important. Where organizations Alpha, Beta, and Gamma, focus on the environmental 
aspects, Delta focuses on the social aspects of sustainability. However, this difference only shows in 
the details of different tools used for the execution of their sustainable objectives, e.g. certificates on 
safety versus certificates on good behaviour, not in the execution of the tools.   
 
b. Supplier development 
 
Within the interviewed organizations there is a positive relation between the years of experience, the 
embedding of sustainability within the organization, and the permeation of sustainability within the 
supply chain, as also concluded by Reuter, Foerst, Hartmann and Blome (2010). This result shows 
that, towards the supplier development on the subject of sustainability, the more years experience 
on the subject of sustainability, the more impact it has on the supplier development program. In that 
perspective embedding sustainability in the supplier development program is a good initiative. 
Sanchez-Rodriguez, Hemsworth and Martinez-Lorente (2005), support this conclusion by reporting 
that the implementation of supplier development practices positively contribute to purchasing 
performance and in turn to supply chain performance . The use of company resources and buyer 
involvement are high when supplier development is mature (Sanchez-Rodriguez, Hemsworth and 
Martinez-Lorente, 2005).  
 
The four organizations show that cooperation is the key to success as opposed to just a one-way 
relationship. An example is providing training courses on sustainability by buying organizations 
towards suppliers and vice versa, to support where compliance with governmental regulations is 
needed. Supplier development is not only a one way achievement by the buying organizations 
upstream, but that this development occurs both up-and downstream in the supply chain. Andersen 
and Skjoett-Larsen (2009) and Kovács (2008) show indeed that sustainability is increasingly being 
questioned in a supply chain perspective in the upstream and downstream supply chain. However the 
obligation of strict sustainable supplier performance criteria, tends to shift enhanced sustainable buyer 
awareness up the supply chain (Kovács, 2008). With this knowledge organizations are advised to 
actively extend sustainability demand in the upstream supply chain with their supply chain partners 
(Handfield, Walton, Sroufe, & Melnyk, 2002; Kovács, 2008; Svensson, 2007).    
 
Perhaps as suggested by Beta, the best way to develop sustainable suppliers and to permeate 
sustainability is a partnership between the buying organization and the ‘key’ suppliers. A partnership 
is, by definition, a ‘meeting of the minds’ of two firms. As concluded by Ellram and Hendrick (1995, p. 
58): “Partnering arrangements among buying organizations and suppliers are generally viewed 
positively by both parties and both have similar perceptions of the partnership. The partnership is 
characterized with continuous improvement, a win/win-risk sharing approach to the relationship, and 
excellent communications”. 
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Supply chain partnerships are preferable when strategically important items need to be sourced and/or 
when the supply market is complex, in both cases when there are limited sources in the market place 
or because supply could be at risk (Squire, Cousins, and Brown, 2009). By participating in 
partnerships, organizations seek to achieve goals that each organization, acting alone, cannot easily 
attain (Mohr and Spekman, 1994). Mohr and Spekman, (1994) motivate and give direction how to 
develop these partnerships with selected suppliers. Hoegl and Wagner (2005) motivate that this 
partnership should take place in an atmosphere of cooperation, rather than competition, where this 
partnership will affect the effectiveness and efficiency of new product development cooperation in a 
positive way, between the buying organization and the supplier (Tan and Tracey, 2007).  
 
Looking at supplier development it also gives insight on how the sustainability objectives are controlled 
up the supply chain. This control is enabled by developing the supplier by supplier certification and site 
visits to suppliers and inviting suppliers to the buyer’s site. These findings are also endorsed by 
Krause (1999) with regard to certifications and by Humphreys, Lib and Chang (2004) to visits from and 
to suppliers. 
 
c. Influencing strategies 
 
In the communications from the buying organization towards the supplier it was assumed that coercive 
influencing strategies where the dominant factor to permeate the sustainability objectives up the 
supply chain, rather than non-coercive influencing strategies. However from the research a dominance 
cannot be concluded, as both influencing strategies are used. However an important observation is 
the difference when which influencing strategy is used. When buying organizations have quantifiable 
important sustainable goals they have to meet up the supply chain the influencing strategy they use is 
coercive. They control their quantified sustainability objectives by forcing their suppliers to meet these 
as well. A remark to this observation is, when cooperation is needed to meet these goals, they will use 
non-coercive in addition to coercive influencing strategies. And the other way around if the goals are 
not quantifiable the influencing strategy they predominantly use is non-coercive. Most likely as these 
goals needed to be achieved in cooperation with the supplier. This observation is explained by 
Kannan and Tan (2002), who indicate that soft, non-quantifiable selection criteria, such as a supplier’s 
strategic commitment to a buyer, have a greater impact on performance than hard, more quantifiable 
criteria such as supplier capability, yet are considered to be less important. Assessment of a supplier’s 
willingness and ability to share information also has a significant impact on the buying firm’s 
performance, yet is again considered to be relatively unimportant. Additionally, organizations Alpha 
and Beta show that having measurable results gives a competitive advantage with respect to 
sustainability. 
 
The research focused on influencing strategies used to have an effect on parties up the supply chain. 
This research proves that these influencing strategies were used within situations where cooperation 
between multiple suppliers within the same project or even partnerships are needed. 
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This research brings forward a phenomenon also described by McFarland, Bloodgood, and Payan 
(2008), that is called “supply chain contagion”. Practically speaking, this means that the specifics that 
are identified in one specific relation an organization has with a supplier, will also infect another 
relation, as shown by the supplier project meetings in this research. In meetings for example, ideas 
from one supplier are also used by the other supplier.  This so-called ‘supply chain contagion’ is 
described as the spread of organizations’ behaviours from one to an adjacent dyadic relationship 
within the supply chain. This phenomenon is supported by Galaskiewicz and Wasserman (1989), who 
conclude that organizations are more likely to imitate other organizations with which they have direct 
network ties and interpersonal contact, specifically through boundary-spanning personnel. Due to 
these direct network ties and interpersonal contact suppliers are more likely to imitate a buying 
organization’s use of influencing strategies within the supply chain relationships, and these choices in 
influencing strategies are very likely to be copied by the supplier further up the supply chain. 
 
2. Conclusion 
 
This thesis started with the question: “How do organizations permeate sustainability objectives up the 
supply chain?”. Within this research questions three important interfaces are adopted regarding the 
permeations of sustainability: stakeholders’ pressure, supplier development and influencing strategies. 
The research within the supply chain of four organizations with a focus on sustainability and a certain, 
but different, maturity per organization on the subject of sustainability gives a clear overview on how 
these organizations control their sustainability objectives up the supply chain. 
 
Regulatory stakeholders are the greatest driver for the permeation of sustainability up the supply 
chain. Although this pressure from regulatory stakeholders contributes the biggest to permeation of 
sustainability in the supply chain, in general pressure perceived from all stakeholders leads to greater 
sustainable pro-activity up the supply chain. The biggest driver from these regulatory stakeholders, are 
the government regulations and especially the benefits they provide towards organizations that are 
more sustainable. These benefits are in various cases financially, and it is worthwhile to improve the 
supply chain on sustainability to have better financial results. Support from top-management as 
internal driver is vital in the implementation, and will also enlarge employee engagement on 
sustainability in supply chain activities and programs. 
 
There is a positive relation between the years of experience and towards the supplier development of 
an organization, showing an influence on permeation of sustainability up the supply chain. 
Organizations must focus on embedding sustainability in supplier development programs, because in 
order to develop a sustainable relation with suppliers, cooperation is a must. An example would be, 
providing training courses on sustainability, and to take it up a few notches, suggested is even to start 
a deep and valuable partnership with the supplier. 
 
In communications from the buying organization towards the supplier it was assumed that coercive 
influencing strategies where the dominant factor to permeate the sustainability objectives up the 
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supply chain, rather than non-coercive influencing strategies. However from the research dominancy 
cannot be concluded as both influencing strategies are used. When buying organizations have 
quantifiable important sustainable goals they have to meet up the supply chain the influencing strategy 
they use is coercive. They control their quantified sustainability objectives by forcing their suppliers to 
meet these as well. A remark to this conclusion, when cooperation is needed to meet these goals, 
they will use non-coercive influencing strategies as well. And the other way around if the goals are not 
quantifiable the influencing strategy they use is non-coercive. Most likely as these goals need to be 
achieved in cooperation with the supplier. 
 
In conclusion, these three interfaces answer the above question on how to permeate sustainability up 
the supply chain. The general advice towards organizations is to enable a valuable permeation of 
sustainability up the supply chain, good cooperation, and even a partnership, with the supplier is a 
necessity. In case of stakeholders’ pressure, especially regulatory stakeholders, and where benefits 
on sustainability are involved (leads to quantifiable goals), the best way to permeate these objectives 
up the supply chain is the use of coercive influencing strategies.   
 
3. Theoretical implications and recommendations 
 
When comparing the findings of the research to the literature, a few remarkable notes are striking. 
First the findings on the stakeholders’ pressure, as regulatory stakeholders as greatest driver for 
sustainability does support the research, as conducted by Murillo-Luna, Carcés-Ayarbe and Rivera-
Torres (2008). 
 
Secondly this research does contribute to the findings on SSCM being embedded, as found by Reuter, 
Foerst, Hartmann and Blome (2010). The amount of years that an organization is familiar with 
sustainability is, positively supports the impact on supplier development on the subject of 
sustainability.Thirdly this research did not contribute to the findings of Payan and McFarland (2005). 
No relation was found between the usages of coercive or even non-coercive influencing strategies and 
the permeation of sustainability up the supply chain.  
 
However at fourth point is that, while investigating the relation between influencing strategies and the 
permeation of sustainability up a supply chain, a relation was found between quantifiable goals and 
the predominant use of coercive influencing strategies. Complementary, the relation between the use 
of non-quantifiable goals and a predominant use of non-coercive influencing strategies was also 
noted. This observation is supported by earlier research done by Kannan and Tan (2002).  
 
A last theoretical implication has been found, when one observed that suppliers from one organization 
participate in project meetings, learn from each other’s best practices on sustainability, and with that 
‘knowledge’ infect other relationships. This observation is also found by McFarland, Bloodgood, and 
Payan (2008 and is known as “supplier contagion”. 
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4. Managerial implications and recommendations 
 
Organizations, and Océ in particular, should become more sustainable, because as indicated; 
sustainable organizations are more profitable organizations. In the above discussion it is mentioned 
that in order to permeate sustainability up the supply chain three factors must be reviewed by 
companies in order to create and control a sustainable supply chain. Firstly, they should start a 
discussion with all their stakeholders to create a so-called stakeholder’s requirements overview. 
Organizations especially should look for benefits provided by the government when engaging in a 
more sustainable product. When desired, they can weigh the parameters of per stakeholder, in order 
to have a weighted stakeholder’s requirements overview. With this overview they can better approach 
their suppliers and start discussion and negotiation on how they can contribute towards a more 
sustainable supply chain a requirement at a time.  
 
Secondly organizations should embrace sustainability on board level in order to successful implement 
supply chain activities and programs by motivated and engaged personnel. As long as sustainability is 
not seen as a key driver for an organization on top management level, the permeation of sustainability 
will not be fully successful.  
 
Thirdly, when the sustainable pressure as perceived by managers is greater, an organization’s 
response in designing organizational capabilities in support of sustainability will be more pro-active 
and can more easily embed sustainability with the supplier development program. This pro-activity 
response is a good way to ensure that suppliers will act upon the sustainability key objectives of the 
buying organization. A proposed even better way is to start a partnership with the ‘key’-supplier to 
really incorporate sustainability in the relationship and the supply chain: there is sufficient existing 
research to support partnerships and their positive effects.  
 
A fourth advice to be given is, to be aware when to use coercive and when to use non-coercive 
influencing methods. In seems that it is common to use coercive influencing methods when 
quantitative goals for permeating sustainability up the supply chain need to be realized. Vice versa 
non-coercive influencing methods where used, mostly when cooperation with the supplier was 
needed. A common result for the four investigated organizations, however qualitative research is 
lacking.  
 
The last advice to be given is in order to permeate sustainability up the supply chain, is to identify that 
control is critical. It is advisable to have quantifiable goals to enable this control and actual execute 
control by auditing suppliers and 2
nd
 tier suppliers on the execution of the sustainability objects and 
implement the use of approval certificates and signed protocols. A universal advice towards the 
participating organizations in the case study would read: “All can learn from one another.” In this 
research, Alpha principally has the most developed supply chain permeation, and can therefore serve 
as an overall example to all the other participants in this research. Additionally, Delta’s could share its 
focus on social sustainability with respect to its employees, and Beta with respect to safety. 
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5. Limitations and directions for further research 
 
In this research a major limitation to which all minor limitations are related is the fact that this research 
dealt with a field of supply chain management chain has not yet been researched extensively. In this 
case logical was the choice for an exploratory type of research, in which the research was centred on 
an attempt to determine how organizations permeate their key objectives on the field of sustainability 
up the supply chain. Repeating this research, and going into depth into one of the three factors, for 
example by means of an online questionnaire might render more detailed insight.  
 
As a thesis naturally needs some specifications as to the topic, in this case, the conscious limitations 
to the supply chain of the suppliers of only four organizations from a practical and feasible point of 
view for this research. The present narrowing to the suppliers of four organizations ensured that 
respondents were accessible and willing to cooperate. A larger cross-organization research with 
suppliers from dozens of organizations, with implications for each supply chain would be advisable to 
enter the topic in more depth. In addition, to get those in-depth questions completed, the choice was 
made to contact organizations that indicated sustainability to be part of their global strategy and have 
appointed managers responsible for execution of this strategy to provide experiential and significant 
information. This brings forward, a sample was quite limited in amount. 
 
As a result, to supplement the perspective of the supply chains of the four researched organizations in 
this thesis, some more research could be done into the experiences of other organization’s supply 
chains, preferably outside the Netherlands. Some specific analysis and attention could be paid to the 
use of quantifiable and non quantifiable methods as described by Kannan and Tan (2002). Other 
papers make note of other interfaces that could influence the permeation of supplier key objectives up 
the supply chain, e.g. the design of vendor selection systems a described by Masella and Rangone 
(2000) and identified as a pressing need on the subject of sustainability for buying firms by 
Büyüközkan and Çifçi (2011) to manage the sustainability performance and risk of their suppliers.  
 
During literature research around the discussion, the effect of supply chain contagion arose, which 
effect is not further researched here. Seeing this phenomenon is worthwhile to investigate further, it 
would also be interesting to create depth of understanding into to what extent supply chain contagion 
is a stimulation factor for the permeation of sustainability up the supply chain. 
 
Supply chain partnerships achieve goals that each organization, acting alone, cannot easily attain and 
are important for organizations that truly want to have a sustainable supply chain. In this context, Mohr 
and Spekman (1994) give directions how to establish a partnership and how to develop it, but they do 
not give specific directions how to develop a partnership that successfully permeates sustainability up 
the supply chain, leaving ground for additional research.  
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VII. Appendices 
 
1. Appendix A: Classification of Influencing strategies 
 
Requests are a strategy where the source does not mention any consequences of compliance or non-
compliance (Frazier and summers 1984). 
 
Recommendation can be used as a strategy in which the source identifies and explicitly 
communicates to a target a specific desired course of action (Frazier and summers 1984). An action is 
recommended without further explanation. According to Benton and Maloni (2005) and Sanchez-
Rodriguez, Hemsworth and Martinez-Lorente (2005), recommendations are usually considered 
ineffective in creating more cooperation.  
 
Within the Information exchange strategy, the source discusses general issues and procedures to try 
to alter the target’s general perceptions without stating a request. (Frazier and Summers, 1984). 
 
The Rationality strategy presents reasons accompanied with supportive information for a target to 
comply with a request. It has more thorough argument structure than the other noncoercive influence 
strategies and has the strongest positive effect on compliance (Payan and McFarland, 2005) 
 
In the promise strategy, a source pledges to provide the target with a specified reward contingent on 
the target’s compliance with its stated desires (Schlenker, Helm & Tedeschi 1973). In contrast with 
other coercive strategies, promises yield certain rewards if the target complies with the source (Yukl, 
Wall, and Lepsinger,1990). If the target does not comply with the source’s preferred course of action, 
the depreciation of rewards may be considered to be equivalent to the imposition of sanctions, 
although less painful or compelling. 
 
In case of a threat strategy, the source communicates to the target that it will apply a penalty, should 
the target fail to perform the desired request (Angelmar and Stern,1978). The threat of future negative 
sanctions is intended to produce compliance. 
 
A legalistic plea strategy is a special case of the threat strategy, where the source contends that the 
nature of the legal contract between the parties either requires or suggests that the target should 
perform a certain action (Angelmar and Stern,1978). This reserach will consider the legalistic plea 
strategy as a threat as also concluded by, Johnson, Sakano, Cote, and Onzo. (1993). 
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2. Appendix B: Questionnaire A (general data) 
 
The data provided will be processed anonymously and cannot, in any single way, be related to  
The respondent and the responding organization. In the scope of keeping track of the  
response, we kindly ask you however, to state your name and the name of your organization 
below (next to the requested information about  function and department). Your name and that  
of your organization will not be used for any other purpose than keeping track of the response, 
and will not be involved in the research. 
                  
                  Part 0 General questions 
              This part will ask you some general questions on your company. Please fill out the questions 
on the blank space 
       
                  What is the name of the organization? 
              
                  What is your name and function? 
              
                  What is your hierarchical position in the organization (provide an organization chart)? 
          
                  How many years of experience do you have on this job? 
            
                  What is the name of the department you work on? 
             
                  What is the number of employees in your organization? 
            
                  In what sector is your organization active? 
              
                  What is the organizations ownership? 
              
                  How many years of experience do you have on sustainability? 
            
                  How many years of experience does the organization have on sustainability? 
           
                  How many FTE's are dedicated working on sustainability? 
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3. Appendix C: Questionnaire B (specific data) 
 
The data provided will be processed anonymously and cannot, in any single way, be 
related to The respondent and the responding organization. In the scope of keeping 
track of the response, we kindly ask you however, to state your name and the name of 
your organization below (next to the requested information about  function and 
department). Your name and that of your organization will not be used for any other 
purpose than keeping track of the response, and will not be involved in the research. 
 
Part 1 Stakeholders’ pressure 
                 This part will check upon the organization’s sustainability strategic objectives and relevant  
stakeholders’ pressure to engage in sustainable global supply chain management. 
              Please fill out the questions on the blank space. 
  
              1. Who are the internal and external drivers behind the organization's sustainability 
efforts? Who is the greatest driver? 
                 
        2. Which legal regulations influence the governance of sustainable chain management 
processes and structures the most? 
                 
       3. Which extra legal pressures influence the governance processes for sustainability in 
the organization (e.g. customer demands, national governments or financial markets)? 
                 
   4. What specific actions do derive from the internal and external drivers behind the 
organizations sustainability effort? 
                 
        5. What are the top priorities on sustainability? 
                 
              
                  Part 2 Influencing strategies 
                  
This part will check upon what influencing strategies the organization will use to follow up on  
the organization’s sustainability strategic objectives. There are eight types of strategies that 
can be used. 
              Please fill out the questions on the blank space. 
              
1. How does your organization share specific information to the supplier that they 
should comply to on sustainability based upon a business case? 
                 
     2. How does your organization share market information to the supplier that they 
should comply to on sustainability based upon a business case? 
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3. How does your organization pass on experiences on the subject of sustainability 
towards your supplier based upon a business case? 
                 
      4. How does your organization communicate the positive impact on actions that 
recommendations will have on the subject of sustainability to a supplier? 
                 
     5. How does your organization predict positive consequences on actions on the subject 
of sustainability and request to the supplier to comply with this request to a supplier? 
                 
   6. How does your organization make suggestions to the supplier to be more successful 
on the subject of sustainability? 
                 
        7. How does your organization ask a supplier to accept any new ideas without 
specifying rewards or penalties? 
                 
        8. How does your organization inquire a supplier to comply to a request on the subject 
of sustainability without mentioning rewards or penalties? 
                 
     9. How does your organization share a desire to make specific changes towards the 
supplier without incentives? 
                 
        10. How does your organization provide market information without indication what you 
supplier should do? 
                 
         11. How does your organization present competitive information without indication 
what action your supplier should take? 
                 
        12. How does your organization share information to your suppliers without explaining 
the objectives in sharing this information? 
                 
       13. How does your organization indicate to your supplier that there would be a penalty 
for noncompliance? 
                 
         14. How does your organization discontinue specific benefits to your supplier for 
noncompliance? 
                 
          15. How does your organization state that to your supplier would loose preferential 
status for noncompliance? 
                 
         16. How does your organization incentive for compliance towards a supplier? 
                 
            17. How does your organization promise a reward towards suppliers for cooperation? 
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18. How does your organization rewards your suppliers upon confirmation upon a 
request? 
          19. How does your organization point out that the work you do with this supplier is very 
importance? 
                 
         20. How does your organization stress that there are few companies that could provide 
us with comparable output as the output from this supplier? 
                 
     21. How does your organization indicate that the total costs of switching from this 
supplier to a competing supplier would be costly? 
                 
       22. How does your organization accommodate what this supplier does for you? 
                 
           23. How does your organization react on changes asked from your supplier? 
                 
            24. How does your company accommodate the desires of the supplier? 
 
                 Part 3 Supplier Development 
                  
This part will check upon what practices and methods you use towards your supplier, for  
evaluation, selection, development and performance measurement to ensure your  
sstainability key-objects in your supply chain. 
              Please fill out the questions on the blank space. 
            1. Please provide a description of all the practices and methods you use to evaluate 
suppliers’ sustainability capabilities. 
                 
        2. How do they differ from economic supplier evaluation and selection processes? 
                 
           3. How do you value and treat environmental and social supplier selection criteria 
compared to traditional supplier evaluation and selection criteria such as  
                 direct cost, total cost, quality, cycle time, responsiveness and innovativeness of suppliers? 
    
          4. What are the consequences of ‘‘non-compliance’’ for suppliers? How do these 
consequences differ for preferred, standard and new suppliers? 
                 
      5. How do you ensure the sustainability criteria of your organization further in the 
supply chain? 
                 
          6. Describe the process you use to select suppliers requiring development in terms of 
their social and ecological production capabilities? 
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7. Please outline the main criteria or requirements according to which you prioritize 
which suppliers are to be developed? 
                 
        8. Which other functions are involved in the development of sustainability-related 
capabilities at suppliers? 
                 
         9. Identify the three most important measurable results typically achieved from 
sustainable supplier development engagement? Please refer to one particular case. 
                 
    10. How do you train your suppliers in developing a sustainable supply chain? 
                 
           11. How do you measure the impact of your sustainable global supplier management 
(SGSM) activities on the performance of the PSM function? 
                 
     12. How do you assess the impact of sustainable procurement initiatives on other 
traditional supplier performance metrics (e.g., total cost, quality, responsiveness, 
security of supply, supplier innovativeness)? 
                       
      13. Are sustainability performance targets broken down to the individual buyer level? 
         
                  14. How do you guarantee the sustainability criteria in your supply chain? 
          
                  
            “All information will be treated as strictly confidential, will be processed anonymously, 
and cannot, in any single way, be related to the respondent and the responding 
organization.” 
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4. Appendix D: Detailed research results 
 
Question explanation 
 
Alpha Beta Gamma Delta 
What is your function: Informants Job titles  Junior Advisor 
Corporate Development 
 Senior Corporate 
Purchaser 
Project leader 
Maatschappelijk 
Verantwoord Ondernemen ( 
MVO) 
Head of Purchasing  region 
East 
 Formula Director the 
Netherlands 
Sales Director the 
Netherlands 
Senior purchaser 
Senior purchaser 
What is the number of 
employees in your 
organization: 
Organization size +/- 2000 +/- 6500 +/- 80 +/-2500 
In what sector is your 
organization active: 
Organizations sector Aviation Construction Graphical Media Healthcare 
How many years of 
experience do you 
have on sustainability: 
Informants years of 
experience on 
sustainability 
2;10 20;4 15;6 3;1 
How many years of 
experience does the 
organization have on 
sustainability: 
Organizations years of 
experience on 
sustainability 
9 7 5 1 
How many FTE's are 
dedicated working on 
sustainability 
FTE's working on 
sustainability 
16 7 0,5 0,5 
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Who are/were the 
internal and external 
drivers behind the 
organization's 
sustainability efforts? 
Who is the greatest 
driver 
Greatest driver Government Government Section (in Dutch: 
‘branche’) 
Government 
 External pressure and 
Internal Drivers  
Board; Employees; 
Owners; Suppliers 
Corporate task force 
Board; Employees; 
Customers 
Board; Government; 
Customers; Suppliers; 
Competitors 
Board; Employees; 
Suppliers 
 What are the top 
priorities on 
sustainability 
Top priorities on 
sustainability 
Mobility; CO2 
Reduction;  
Employability; 
Environment Noise 
 CO2 Reduction; Mobility; 
Waste reduction; 
Employability 
Energy reduction; Waste 
reduction; CO2 reduction; 
Mobility 
Social responsiveness; 
Employability; Waste 
reduction; 
Mobility 
Rationality Summary of questions on 
rationality  
Mainly in tenders as 
request to comply to; Via 
internet 
Mainly in tenders as request 
to comply to 
In board group meetings 
(meetings with 
entrepreneurs); In tenders 
Mainly in tenders as 
request to comply to 
Recommendations Summary of questions on 
recommendations 
In cooperation with the 
suppliers in general 
supplier meetings; via e-
mail / phone 
In cooperation with the 
largest suppliers in general 
supplier meetings; via e-
mail / phone 
Input from board group 
meetings is used in one 
on one meetings with 
suppliers; via e-mail / 
phone 
Input from clients is 
used for one on one half 
yearly supplier 
evaluations; via e-mail / 
phone 
Requests Summary of questions on 
requests 
In cooperation with the 
suppliers in general 
supplier 
(operational)meetings; 
In cooperation with the 
suppliers in general supplier 
(operational)meetings; via 
e-mail / phone 
In cooperation with the 
suppliers in general 
supplier 
(operational)meetings; via 
In cooperation with the 
suppliers in general 
supplier 
(operational)meetings; 
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via e-mail / phone e-mail / phone via e-mail / phone 
Information Exchange Summary of questions on 
information exchange 
In cooperation with the 
suppliers in general 
supplier 
(operational)meetings; 
Via Internet;  
Via corporate 
communication mailings; 
via e-mail / phone 
Via purchasing manuals 
In cooperation with the 
suppliers in general supplier 
(operational)meetings; 
Via Internet; via e-mail / 
phone 
Via purchasing manuals; 
Via intranet 
In cooperation with the 
suppliers in general 
supplier 
(operational)meetings; Via 
internet; via e-mail / phone 
In cooperation with the 
suppliers in general 
supplier 
(operational)meetings; 
Via Internet; via e-mail / 
phone 
Via intranet 
Threats Summary of questions on 
threats 
In SLA,  contracts and 
general conformities; 
Penalties are given by 
noncompliance; 
Suppliers need to pay 
their share when 
penalties are given to 
Alpha 
Discontinuation is 
indicated when not 
complying on 
agreements 
In SLA , contracts and 
safety regulations; Penalties 
are given by 
noncompliance; When 
safety is at stake immediate 
stop of the contract; 
Discontinuation is indicated 
when not complying on 
agreements 
In SLA and  contracts 
Penalties are given by 
noncompliance; 
Discontinuation is 
indicated when not 
complying on agreements 
In SLA,  contracts and 
behavioural guidelines; 
Penalties are given by 
noncompliance; 
Discontinuation is 
indicated when not 
complying on 
agreements 
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Promises Summary of questions on 
promises 
Creating a win-win 
situation 
with the supplier 
Continuity of business is the 
reward 
Continuity of business is 
the reward 
Continuity of business is 
the reward; Mainly 1 
year contracts 
Dependence Summary of questions on 
dependence 
No sharing about 
dependency, suppliers 
just know; both  supplier 
and alpha want to 
comply to the situation 
No sharing about 
dependency, suppliers just 
know (small business), 
looking for cooperation with 
largest suppliers 
No dependency in the 
market for some suppliers; 
Usages of approved 
Vendor list with 
substitutes 
 
Only one dependent 
supplier that cannot be 
influenced; No sharing 
about dependency 
Compliance Summary of questions on 
compliance 
 
Discussed in supplier 
meetings; Try to 
incorporate in the SLA 
 
A central communication 
desk is available; general 
supplier meetings 
 
Discussed in supplier 
meetings; Shared on the 
internet and information 
folders 
 
A central communication 
desk is available; 
general supplier 
meetings where input 
from the supplier 
Please provide a 
description of all the 
practices and methods 
you use to evaluate 
suppliers’ 
sustainability 
capabilities. 
Methods used to evaluate 
suppliers on sustainability 
Check against tender; 
Business case; check 
against PI's  
Check against tender, 
 check against MVO criteria 
Check against tender, 
 check against MVO 
criteria 
Check against SLA 
How do they differ 
from economic 
supplier evaluation 
and selection 
processes? 
Differences between 
economic and sustainable 
evaluation criteria 
No differences, part of 
quality process 
Not part of the evaluation 
criteria,  
only soft measured 
(introduction in 2013) 
Sustainability is not 
measured, but can be a 
distinctive factor 
Sustainability is not 
measured, but can be a 
distinctive factor 
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How do you value and 
treat environmental 
and social supplier 
selection criteria 
compared to traditional 
supplier evaluation 
and selection criteria 
such as  
Value of sustainable 
selection criteria 
compared to economic 
selection criteria 
Is a corporate 
responsibility, instead of 
purchasing. If set as 
obligated, supplier has 
to comply to 
Regions are free to choose, 
as long as they meet the 
CO2 performance ladder, 
equal to economic 
Not measured in KPI's 
only as confirmed or not 
confirmed in a tender 
Not measured in KPI's 
only as confirmed or not 
confirmed in a tender 
What are the 
consequences of 
‘‘non-compliance’’ for 
suppliers? How do 
these consequences 
differ for preferred, 
standard and new 
suppliers? 
Consequences of ‘non-
compliance’ towards 
sustainability criteria 
If obligated, contract is 
stopped, if not no real 
actions 
If obligated, contract is 
stopped, if not no real 
actions 
If obligated, contract is 
stopped, if not no real 
actions 
If obligated, contract is 
stopped, if not no real 
actions 
How do you ensure the 
sustainability criteria 
of your organization 
further in the supply 
chain? 
Securing sustainability 
further in the supply chain 
Audit critical (2nd-
tier)suppliers and critical 
processes; Check on 
sample basis; Request 
for certificates and policy 
documents 
Report on KPI's in the 
projects, no 2nd tier auditing 
measurement only check on 
certificates 
No audit on suppliers, only 
check on certificates 
By marketing 
sustainability in folders 
and setting up practical 
cases 
 
No audit on suppliers, 
only check on 
certificates 
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Describe the process 
you use to select 
suppliers requiring 
development in terms 
of their social and 
ecological production 
capabilities? 
Development process of 
suppliers 
Inform supplier how to 
obtain the requested 
certificates and policy 
documents; together 
with suppliers 
sustainability is 
developed 
Inform supplier how to 
obtain the requested 
(safety) certificates and 
policy documents; together 
with suppliers sustainability 
is developed 
No development of 
sustainability towards 
suppliers, only in 
cooperation with suppliers 
 
No development only 
explanations hoe they 
can meet the 
Behavioural guidelines 
Please outline the main 
criteria or 
requirements 
according to which 
you prioritize which 
suppliers are to be 
developed? 
Prioritization for suppliers 
on sustainability 
Check on the goals to 
meet per project 
Quality, Price, 
Safety, Sustainability 
CO2 neutral printing, 
 energy reduction 
Behavioural guidelines 
Which other functions 
are involved in the 
development of 
sustainability-related 
capabilities at 
suppliers? 
Other functions involved in 
developing sustainable 
suppliers 
All employees give 
input, 
but mainly purchasing 
and corporate 
development 
Purchasing and project 
leaders 
Purchasing and the 
entrepreneurs together 
with sustainable 
organizations (e.g. 
Groene Zaak) 
Purchasing, 
together with Intrakoop 
 
